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Abstract (Italian)
  
Questo progetto si prefigge lo scopo d’indagare su quanto la televisione 
influenzi l’opinione delle persone nei confronti della marijuana. Siamo 
partiti dal presupposto che il mezzo televisivo desse un’immagine 
particolarmente negativa della cannabis e dei suoi derivati, soprattutto 
nell’abito dell’informazione scientifica, dipingendola principalmente come 
un qualcosa di esclusivamente dannoso per la salute. Abbiamo deciso 
d’investigare questo fenomeno sul campo, tramite la creazione, in primo 
luogo, di un questionario on-line tramite il quale capire verso quale Target 
group dirigerci e, oltretutto, comprendere fino a che livello si estendesse la 
conoscenza degli individui riguardo l’annoso tema della marijuana.
I risultati del questionario sono stati però diversi da come ci 
aspettavamo, di conseguenza il progetto ha subito una virata in favore 
di un’investigazione diversa: abbiamo deciso di trovare un video che 
trattasse la marijuana con leggerezza ed ironia, un video che fosse andato 
in onda durante il periodo nel quale fu approvato l’emendamento che 
sanciva la legalizzazione della marijuana ad uso ricreativo negli stati 
del Colorado e di Washington, e di mostrare questo video ad un target 
group di studenti internazionali compresi tra i 20 ed i 25 anni di età. 
Lo scopo di questa indagine era quello di mostrare la soggettività con la 
quale i media trattano un certo tipo di notizie, cercando di analizzare il 
fenomeno tramite l’utilizzo della Discourse analysis da noi studiata nel 
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corso dell’ultimo semestre. Il risultato del nostro lavoro sul campo ci ha 
dimostrato come la comunicazione televisiva, principalmente per quanto 
concerne la notiziabilità e le angolazioni con le quali le notizie vengono 
date, è regolata da un fenomeno di Gatekeeping, ovvero il fenomeno che 
regola la filtrazione delle notizie seguendo criteri di maggiore o minore 
rilevanza.
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I.  Introduction
 
 
The first idea of this project was to show how much television influences 
people’s idea towards marijuana. We had the idea of television giving 
the wrong image about the hemp plant, its scientific facts, its regulation 
and its use in general. We had a strong opinion about it and believed that 
television always portrayed cannabis as something very harmful, therefore 
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our idea was to show this circumstance  and back it up with interviews, a 
focus group and discourse analysis of a specific television show or news 
broadcast. We decided to create an online survey so that a target group 
could be defined and also to understand the general knowledge people had 
about marijuana and its relation with television. The results of the survey 
were very different from our original idea (as it is examined in section 
3.3) , thus causing a change on the direction of the project. We decided 
to investigate and find a television video that portrayed marijuana in a 
positive way, around that same time Colorado and Washington passed a 
law allowing the use of marijuana as a recreational drug. This event had 
a fairly big repercussion in the American media. Once we found a video 
that could have been interesting for the project, we analyzed it (IV) and we 
decided to show this clip to our focus group.
The main goal at this point was to unveil the subjectivity of media, to show 
how the audience understands television and, in specific, their opinion on 
how marijuana is portrayed by media. Our opinion had completely changed 
and it no longer influenced our project, for this reason we opted to prove 
the main points by using the focus group. As the aim of our project at this 
point is to show how men and women ages 20 to 25, in an international 
environment perceive marijuana through media.  
 
 
 
1.1. The Aim of The Project
 
The aim of the project is to present the issue of presenting a partial 
approach about marijuana by mass media in the form of TV shows 
and news programs. The following target of this project is to provide a 
broader perspective of the following subject by showing how the selected 
messages are directly involved with producing particular images, views and 
interpretations of marijuana withing an international youth and students’ 
community.
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1.2 Problem Definition
 
How do mass media in the form of TV shows and news programs create 
different beliefs about marijuana and what kind of  interpretations are 
derived from this process within the young and international audience?
 
 
1.3 Target Group
 
 The target group of this project is young international students who are 
concerned about marijuana legalization in Colorado. It has to be stated that 
we are a part of the target group too and due to this fact our interpretation 
of the presented phenomena can be affected by a personal and subjective 
approach (as a part of delimitation). The decision to select students aged 20 
to 25 was given by two facts. The first thing that we could notice is the fact 
that the online survey was answered almost in its entirety by students age 
19 to 25, it seemed failry easy to decide the target group based on the survey 
results. It was not enough to support our decision so we investigated on 
the ages where a person is more in touch with cannabis. The age range of 
people that use more cannabis is in fact 20 to 25, as shown by the OECD1.
  
1.4 Motivation
 
 
The motivation of this project is to investigate the way the different 
discourses are created in the audience’s perception about the marijuana 
legalization process, which took place in Colorado, USA. The investigation 
and analysis are based on the approach applied by mass media in the 
form of John Stewart’s TV shows in order to create a particular image 
of marijuana and to understand how this conveyed message affects the 
audience’s perception. The main inspiration behind this project is to 
investigate the popularized message about marijuana and its influence 
1 The Contemporary Drug Problem, Characteristics, Patterns, and driving factors. (OECD, World Drug 
Report 2012) Pages 64-65
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in the process of shaping the interpretation of the subject in a targeted 
audience. 
 
  
1.5 Methodology
 
The structure of this project is based on the following tools:  Theoretical 
framework –  discourse theory and analysis, designing strategies for 
analysis. 
        Empirical data – focus target group discussion performed among 9 
students from different countries between 20-30 years old- on-line survey 
about marijuana culture and public approach through TV show.
 
 
 
 
1.6 Delimitation 
 
Broad subjects such as the opinions that people might have about narcotics 
and the way media shape these considerations present many aspects that 
could be analyzed and discussed. Such expansive topics had to be shortened 
so that the scope of the investigation could be clear, accessible and not too 
dispersive.
Considering the wide variety of topics related to this matter, it was 
necessary to exclude some of the possible subjects although they are 
extremely interesting and relevant. Therefore, this project will not deal with 
aspects such as age, gender and history.
It will explore instead some recent examples about the legalization of 
marijuana, such as the Colorado case and offer an examination about how 
the media portray this process in different ways.
Moreover, this piece of research will not investigate whether the influence 
of the internet is more persuasive than the one of the TV, for example. The 
main approach of this matter will be focused on the power of the media in 
general.
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Media and communication have a huge impact on how humans socialize 
and connect with each other and it could be fascinating to observe how 
social interaction within different individuals affects the way in which 
people think and relate to the topic of legalizing marijuana. However, 
this issue would bring the project to a completely alternative concept and 
complexity changing the focus of our project.  Furthermore, the project 
will not touch any feature of the religious field or of ethnicity and no cross-
border analysis will be analyzed since this approach would then address 
the assignment to a totally different picture. The same could be applied 
to the aspect of social classes, which will not be discussed since it would 
offer plenty more of results, which would require a different approach to 
the analysis and consequent observations. For this reason the empirical 
research is limited and conducted with few participants. We are aware 
that the results achieved are not sufficient to calculate specifically what 
the majority of people think about the influence of media in relation to 
the Colorado case . We would rather have a precise and clear look at few 
investigations to draw a general overview of the study case rather than have 
several more results and harshly try to examine them. We therefore rely on 
a more qualitative method rather than a quantitative one.  Furthermore, 
marijuana will not be compared to other drugs because we need to stay 
within a specific and clear case study, both for the sake of the project focus 
but also because we feel that it is the most discussed and known type of 
narcotic nowadays.
The role and significance of marijuana on a historical scale is also briefly 
explored but perhaps could have been researched in more depth. It could 
have been interesting e.g. to examine how society perpetually changed its 
perspectives and opinions about the legalization and prohibition of certain 
drugs. Furthermore, an alternative approach could have involved the 
analysis of how media influence developed and changed through centuries. 
In addition to that it must be mentioned that, since we are part of the focus 
group as well, some aspects of this investigation might be affected by some 
subjectivity. However, this issue has been taken into consideration in order 
to avoid any presence of prejudice.. 
In conclusion, our analysis focuses primarily on the way some media are 
portraying such an event as the legalization of marijuana, with a specific 
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look at what is happening in Colorado at this present time in the U.S.A, 
November 2012.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
II. Discourse Theory
 
In order to achieve a better understanding of the ongoing issue regarding 
the legalization of marijuana in Colorado and its ability to produce different 
interpretations in the receivers group through TV programs  -  a discourse 
theory will be used as a foundation for explanation of showing “different 
normative claims to reson and justice. “2
Further more, to be more specific - to narrow and  frame the 
communication process through which mass media present cannabis users 
- a sample of a TV show will be used as a model for analysis: “The daily 
show: Post-Democalyptic-World Marijuana legalization.”
The analysis of the transmitted message will proceed by using discourse 
theory which will serve as a tool for creating a new angle of interpretation, 
whose aim is to provide a new perspective: to be able to find, investigate 
and understand different discourses produced by John Stewart’s TV show 
in targeted audience. 
According to the definition given by Philips and Jørgensen3,  discourse 
is “a particular way of talking about and understanding the world (or 
2 “Discourse theory” Bohman James. Handbook of Political Theory. 2004. SAGE 
Publications.
3 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory 
and Method”, 2002, page 1
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an aspect of the world).” While the discourse analysis is an analysis of 
the patterns of language that have been used for presenting a particular 
interpretation of the surrounded reality. The presented theory gives a 
window of freedom by saying that every individual or group of individuals 
create their own understanding of reality. Thus, different understandings 
of the world are the main reason for creating a discourse which results 
directly with the conflict “between knowledge claims”(Philips et al.,2002 
page 2). To exemplify in theoretical frame:, one can use the same empirical 
data and focus only on positive aspects and the other one can present only 
negative aspects. In the following case, both sides will have the right to 
claim the validity of their statements which are supported by scientific 
researches that have the function of legitimizing the knowledge source. 
This refers directly to the presented problem in this project. The TV talk-
show which is taken into account focuses humorously on the way American 
anchormen and journalists have dealt with the legalization of marijuana 
in Colorado and Washington through their news broadcasts, thus giving a 
brief overview of all their different reactions. 
In relation to the sender’s beliefs - Jon Stewart and director of the show - 
the discourse theory states that the sender is presenting main discourses 
regarding specific issues. In simple words, one may say that Jon Stewart in 
his program presents a fixed meaning about the legalization of marijuana 
and implies that it is not such a significant happening, thus giving to the 
subject lower importance with irony. This is a discourse, since for some 
others perspective, perhaps more conservative receivers, it is not right 
attitude that is employed while facing the issue of marijuana usage. 
 
Presented example confirms what Bohman (2004) states that discourse is a 
form of communication which is extencion of face-to-face communication 
and is directed to imprecise audience so called ‘unseen gallery’.4 That is 
possible only through different mass media,as he stated, which is one of 
the aims of the following project to investigate different discourses on the 
social, controversial subject which is marijuana legalization. The discourse 
4 Discourse theory” Bohman James. Handbook of Political Theory. 2004. SAGE 
Publications.
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theory explains the problem within the communication field when the 
communicator tries to produce mutual understanding on the subject and 
fail due to different interpretations of the targeted audience.
 
As mentioned before one may assume that the sender of the message try 
to satirize about the whole serious tension around the subject of legalizing 
a drug by decreasing its level of importance and significance. Yet, this 
presented point of view is only one possible interpretation on the subject 
and can evoke many other interpretations resulting with production of 
many discourses. Therefore, one must be critical about taken-for-granted 
knowledge, which will be discussed in the analysis of the video.
In addition to that there is a wide variety of different interpretations 
derived from an alternative range of empirical experiences. As stated in 
discourse theory, one’s knowledge should not be considered as “ultimate” 
truth, since one’s reflections of the world are not objective perspectives of 
the actual reality but instead they only belong to one’s ways of classifying 
the world, the so-called products of discourse.5
For this reason, one may conclude that the chosen TV displays mainly 
subjective angles on the topic, selected through the sender’s way of 
categorizing the world and the subject in discussion. The subjective 
influence of the sender’s perspective in relation to the legalization of 
marijuana caused the show not to focus on more objective aspects of the 
argument. For example the broadcast does not offer an overview neither of 
the positive and negative aspects of possessing marijuana for recreational 
use nor of any legal or medical issues regarding the use of it. For instance, 
a more objective way to present the subject could have involved some news 
broadcast with focus on the scientific facts that recognize marijuana as 
being not a dangerous drug but useful tool in medical field6:
 
5 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory 
and Method”, 2002, page 5 
 
6  Jacques Lacan, Écrits: A Selection (London 1997) p. 21
 
11
● active substance in marijuana which is THC is less addictive than 
alcohol and nicotine
● it is used in the medical therapeutic treatment as stress reliever which 
does not have as many side effects as popular anti-depressants and 
pain killers (Prozac, ibuprofen respectively)
● in medical treatment as analgesics
● in medical treatment to treat pain of oncologic patients by elevation 
of an euphoric state
● THC has anti-emetic properties which helps reduce aggressiveness
● the main side effects in case of chronically over-usage are anxiety, 
depression and insomnia7
 
Having said that, scientific facts are legitimized knowledge in the society. 
However, if society is not introduced to particular scientific and reliable 
information about certain subjects through research, the regime which 
is in power creates a social norm (a set of beliefs ) based on a discourse 
interpretation. It has to be stated that discourse “is always constituted in 
relation to what it excludes, that is, in relation to the field of discursivity.”8
In simple words, whatever the individual is interpreting it can not be 
treated as objective truth because it is based on a fixed meaning of a 
7 Struik, P.C.; Amaducci, S.; Bullard, M.J.; Stutterheim, N.C.; Venturi, G.; Cromack, 
H.T.H. (2000). "Agronomy of fibre hemp (Cannabis sativa L.) in Europe". Industrial 
Crops and Products 11 (2–3): 107. doi:10.1016/S0926-6690(99)00048-
5.; "Information paper on industrial hemp (industrial cannabis)". www2.dpi.qld.gov.au. 
Archived from the original on 2008-07-23. Retrieved 2008-07-05.; Atkinson, Gail 
(2011). "Industrial Hemp Production in Alberta". CA: Government of Alberta, 
Agriculture and Rural Development.; Van Roekel, Gerjan J. (1994). "Hemp Pulp and 
Paper Production". Journal of the International Hemp Association (Wageningen, The 
Netherlands).; "Facts About Hemp". Ecofibre Industries.; http://www.erowid.org/
plants/cannabis/cannabis_basics.shtml; Hoaken (2003). "Drugs of abuse and the 
elicitation of human aggressive behavior". Addictive Behaviors 28: 1533–1554.; 
Elphick, M. R.; Egertova, M. (2001). "The neurobiology and evolution of cannabinoid 
signalling".Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 356 
(1407): 381–408.doi:10.1098/rstb.2000.0787. PMC 1088434.PMID 11316486.; Dec. 6, 
2011               - Golden State Collective (GSC) Cannabis Laboratories
 
8 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 2002, page 27
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personal interpretation. In fact, there is always a larger, opposite meaning 
attached to it. So ‘framed’ interpretation is a discourse which excludes other 
discourses (reality interpretations) in order to produce a unified meaning. .  
A good example to illustrate this process is an article from the Huffington 
Post: “Marijuana users feels less dedicated to work, shocking report finds.”9 
The following article suggests that some Norwegian researches regarding 
marijuana claim that marijuana smokers are “feeling less dedicated to 
work than those who abstained from pot use”. This is clearly a discourse 
which presents a fixed meaning. In fact, further in the article, it is stated 
that there is not really a solid proof for this kind of claim. The conclusion 
is drawn as follows: “The study admits, however, that it can't link the 
decline in motivation to the drug's effects. Nor can it account for the 
social environment test subjects were exposed to. It's also possible that 
dissatisfied workers tend to be more likely to turn to drugs.”10
However, based on the analysis of the video (which has been shortly 
introduced before) it has to be stated that it is not an objective approach 
within the mass media’s (the sender) perspective but rather a  pre-design 
approach for the audience to accept a given set of information as knowledge 
for granted. However, this claim has to be confirmed by a larger - both 
qualitative and quantitative - researches. As Philips et al. (2002) quoted 
Laclau and Mouffe in order to explain the mechanisms for producing 
societies view on any subject: “society is organised in a particular way that 
excludes all other possible ways.”11 Thus, according to Laclau and Mouffet: 
through a constant repetition of the same discourse in a large scale is no 
longer a discourse but become something objective - “those discourses 
9 “Marijuana users feels less dedicated to work, shocking report 
finds”Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/24/marijuana-
use-has-adverse-affect-workplace-motivation_n_1300278.html, access on 5.12.12
10 Marijuana users feels less dedicated to work, shocking report finds”Huffington Post, 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/24/marijuana-use-has-adverse-affect-
workplace-motivation_n_1300278.html, access on 5.12.12
11 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 36
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that are so firmly established that their contigency is forgotten are called 
objective in discourse theory”.12  As Philips et al. (2002) further states: “At 
other times, our social practices can appear so natural that we can hardly 
see that there could be alternatives.”13 
Some may claim that the original idea of the mass media was to provide 
an objective piece of information without giving a personal interpretation 
of the subject. However, this approach presents already some limitations. 
The chosen information selected  to be presented to an audience is already 
a discourse but with a so called small degree of deviation from objectivity. 
Nevertheless, if one is able to filter information for the audience then the 
audiences’ (masses) point of view and interpretation of the subject are 
likely to be based on available information. That is called gatekeeping.14 
Through these gatekeepers  - the situation has dramatically changed 
regarding particular issues like marijuana and its legalization process. Like 
the polish proverb says: ‘They start to shape reality around us, for us but 
without us!’ 
The following statement says that interpretation of reality by mass media is 
only one and unequivocal way to see the surrounded reality. One may 
therefore say that this process is a clear discourse. It has to be stated that 
the following paper is also a discourse which means it is subjective. A 
discourse of the following work is based on pointing out the existence of 
different interpretation on the marijuana subject. However, the main aim 
of the this project is to find the balance between discourses in order to 
create a unified and more objective approach to the presented subject. For 
this reason, discourse analysis is a tool which helps discover and explore 
the world people live in a more objective manner: “We act as if the ‘reality’ 
around us has a stable and unambiguous structure; as if society, the 
groups we belong to, and our identity, are objectively given facts. But just 
as the structure (...) is never totally fixed, so are the society and identity 
12 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 36
13 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 36
14 Windahl et.al(2009/1992), ch.12. “In using communication theory. An introduction 
to planned communication.” Sage, 153-168
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flexible and changeable entities that can never be completely fixed.”15 
However, it must be stated that objectivity - from a discourse analysis 
perspective -  is an ideological term: an abstract aim. In fact, in reality 
people “construct objectivity through the discursive production of 
meaning.”16 So people create their belief system through which they 
perceive reality based on the provided information. Thus, the way the 
interpretation appears is never the same as the other receiver’s 
interpretation and it is not a stable structure as it was explained before. But 
this aspect is directly related to the subject of power - if mass media control 
the flow of information, they control and design people’s interpretations. 
Nevertheless, one may state there is no possibility to fix one discourse 
totally and that there will always be a conflict between “smaller” discourses 
which will be a source for other interpretations of reality, which will evoke 
other social actions.17 So all in all, as Philips et al. (2002) concludes that 
there is a battlefield where different discourses struggle to prevail (see 
section Discourse Analysis o the Video and Focus Group Analysis).
 
 
III. Focus Group
 
3.1 Empirical Approach to The Focus Group
 
The aim of the project is to investigate what people’s perception of 
marijuana is, after having shown a short video in which different reporters 
and anchormen talk about the legalization of marijuana as a recreational 
drug in Washington and Colorado. Thus, since many different perspective 
of the topic are shown, it is easier to understand what people truly perceive 
at its best. First of all, the only focus point was addressed to international 
15 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 33
16 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 33
17  Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 37
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students between 20-25 years old. This sample of people has been chosen 
in order to follow the concept of “Convenience Sample”, which basically 
consists in “taking what you can get where you can most easily get it18”. 
To first understand what their previous knowledge about marijuana was, a 
pre-made survey about their perception of marijuana has been handed out 
to them, in order to understand their knowledge about the topic and how 
they had come to that position.
For what concerns the validity of the investigation, since the issue requires 
to deal with “Non-probability Samples”19, which means that one can’t 
choose his sample one by one, the results have to be taken with great 
caution. Yet, since the point was to have a glimpse, in first place, about 
people’s perception of the topic, this is functional, also because they are 
still part of the population they were drawn from. Nevertheless, since the 
used focus group is just a minor portion of the sample of people our project 
is investigating, the collected results are only qualitative. This will be 
mentioned extensively in the “Delimitation” section.
The questions were mainly focused on people’s perception of the topic. 
The questions have been conceived with the aim of understanding what 
exactly is the opinion of the “audience” about Marijuana and, thus, fulfill 
the task of investigating to what extent  people rely on mass media’s way of 
portraying reality.
In first place we got 50 results (see appendix for the complete results). 
Afterwards, we had to form a focus group. 
A focus group in a form of qualitative research which consists in 
investigating people’s opinion by letting them discuss about questions or 
excercises suggested by the group moderators. The advantage of a focus 
group, compared to other quantitative methods, resides in the fact that a 
focus group stimulates the discussion between the participants, in order to 
get a deeper knowledge of what “the audience” thinks, just because there 
are no barriers to what they can say, or to all the different options  they 
18 M.B. Davies (2007). “Quantitative research”. In Doing a Succesful Project. Palgrave 
Macmillan,p.55
19 M.B. Davies (2007). “Quantitative research”. In Doing a Succesful Project. Palgrave 
Macmillan,p.62
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have to deal with the exercises20.
The focus group we had was formed by 9 people, (out of the 22 who have 
been asked to participate to the exercise,), with whom we have been 
working for 60-70 minutes. During the first 20 minutes of our session we 
have shown them the short clip by Jon Stewart’s show twice, in order to get 
them to understand better what the topic was about, since none of them 
was a native English speaker. Afterwards, we started a conversation with 
them about what they did perceive of the video they have been watching for 
45 minutes.
Eventually, we have analyzed the results.
 
 
3.2 Formation
 
We prepared a survey including questions that would let us have an idea 
of how our target group perceives marijuana. In this way we would have 
been able to select the best questions for the focus group and at the same 
time choose the best video to show them, so they could be at ease when 
talking and discussing about it between them. This was our survey and the 
conclusions we got from it.
 
 
 
 
 
3.3 Questions and Conclusion from the survey
 
1. How do you see marijuana portrayed in mass media?
 
This is the first question which has been asked our sample to answer. 
It appeared a negative trend for what concerns people’s opinion about 
mass media’s way of portraying marijuana, and mass media’s reliability in 
general. Around 80% of people among the interviewed asserted that mass 
20 BMJ 1995;311:299
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media tend to portray marijuana negatively, focusing more on the “harmful 
and dangerous” aspects of it without, most of the times, mentioning the 
positive aspects and the chances that it could grant.
 
2. Do you believe television and print media when talking about 
cannabis?
 
In this question, the investigation was on how much people consider mass 
media a reliable source.
We found out that people, nowadays, do not rely much on mass media’s 
way of portraying reality. In the specific, the way they treat the whole “soft 
drugs” topic is seen as too contradictory and, somehow, biased.
 
 
 
 
3. What do you know about the plant, its use and its effects?
 
One of our investigation’s key point was also to understand to what extent 
people’s knowledge about Marijuana goes. Surprisingly, we have found out 
that they have a good knowledge about the topic; furthermore, many of 
them were also aware of some minor facts about marijuana, for instance the 
fact that it contains the THC active principle and also some historical facts 
about its use and its cultivation.
 
 
4. Do you think that the legalization of marijuana for 
recreational purposes in Colorado and Washington got fair 
recognition by mass media?
 
Since our whole project is mainly oriented towards the Colorado case about 
marijuana legalization, this fourth question was meant to understand 
how much people have acknowledged what happened in Colorado in the 
past weeks. Considering that a huge majority of our sample consisted of 
European citizens (who could have not found the topic relevant for their 
18
lives), apparently they’ve stated that the mass media coverage was quite 
sufficient.
 
 
 
 
 
5. Are you aware of the so called weed popular culture existing 
mainly in the US, as for example Bob Marley or movies like How 
High, Pineapple Express, Up In Smoke, Dazed and Confused, 
Freaks and Geeks?
 
This question might sound curious but, indeed,the main aim of our 
investigation was to acknowledge to what extent this “pop weed culture” 
might affect people’s opinion on the topic, just because, although they 
might have not known much about marijuana, they could still feel 
sympathetic towards this popular characters who were promoting the “so 
called” weed culture. The majority of our sample was aware of that.
 
6. Do you agree with marijuana as a medical natural tool 
for different diseases, such as cancer, multiple sclerosis, 
anorexia...?
 
The usage of marijuana for medical treatments has always been a 
controversial issue to deal with, both for the public opinion and the 
scientific world. With this question we aimed to understand what people 
would stand for. Almost the 90% of our sample stated to be in favour of it. 
The other 10% claimed that they lacked knowledge about the topic to be 
able to make an objective statement.
 
7. Would you vote for marijuana legalization? Explain why if in 
favour or against.
 
The question basically explains itself: this time, the investigation was 
oriented to know whether our sample of people was pro marijuana 
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legalization or not. On average, they were in favour of its legalization, 
mentioning the benefits that could affect the economics of the countries, 
but also the social benefits that could derive from it (for instance, a possible 
reduction inwhat concerns criminality,). Some of them also claimed to be 
in favour of marijuana legalization, but with some limitations. Its trade and 
sale should be regulated properly, otherwise an opposite effect could be 
reached.
 
 
8. Have you ever tried marijuana? Explain
 
 
This last question was meant to investigate people’s personal experience 
with marijuana, in order for us to understand what are the actual effects 
that people experience.
Clearly, since the subjectivity of the answers, it is not easy to give a pattern 
of the answers. However, the results showed quite clearly that all main 
feelings people have experienced were positive. There has not been any 
mention of paranoia or schizophrenia related to its consumption.
 
 
3.4 Selecting the Basis of the Focus Group
 
These results made it easier to select the object of our focus group. We 
wanted to use a media clip that could be understood by all the members 
of the group in the most similar way. Since the clip is from an American 
television channel, it is obvious that the members of the focus group 
would likely react differently depending on their nationality. This is one 
of the most important facts to take into consideration, as our objective is 
to analyze the focus group by using the Discourse Analysis as Theory and 
Method. The aspects concerning cultural background and environment play 
a pivotal role in discourse formation. Not only that but discourse itself is a 
fully constitutive of our world21. Therefore, we decided to use a clip from 
21Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 19
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the Daily Show with Jon Stewart. 
 
3.4.1 Introduction to the media clip
The clip contains different selections of reporters and anchormen talking 
about the legalization of marijuana as a recreational drug in Washington 
and Colorado. It is a very interesting media clip, in which the audience is 
lead to notice the different points of view about the same topic. At the same 
time there is a wide use of discourse, where subjective opinions are offered 
in what seems an objective presentation. But really Jon Stewart is being 
subjective at all times. We will be analyzing the media clip with more detail 
in the following sections. Now the attention will be centred on the selection 
of the focus group.
 
 
3.5 Results
 
The focus group was composed of 9 international students. Two Germans, 
three French, two Spanish, one Korean and one Iranian. Their age range 
was between 20 and 25 years old. They all knew what marijuana is but 
it differed notably depending on their nationality. In this section we will 
examine the points that were discussed during the meeting, by quoting the 
participants and their opinions about the marijuana legalization, by taking 
as point of departure the Daily Show clip.
 
After showing the video, we asked one clear question that could give us an 
insight of how the subjects react to the images shown depending on their 
nationality and cultural background. The question was the following: what 
do you think of the way this video portraits marijuana? Not only 
referring to the drug itself but also to its environment such as marijuana 
consumers. The members of the focus group did not answer immediately, it 
took them around two minutes to start talking. At this point G.P. (France, 
21) stated that in France there could never be a show which discusses about 
cannabis in a friendly way such as in Jon Stewart’s programme. He made it 
clear saying “In my country all they talk about weed in TV is against it, 
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they inform about the drug cartels and also have different awareness 
campaigns. But we don’t have this kind of show that says -oh you should 
legalize-”. As he started talking about his opinion from his point of view as 
a French citizen, soon the rest of the members of the focus group did the 
same. It looked as if G.P was acting as some kind of leader or reference 
point for the rest of the group. D.H. (Germany, 25) was also willing to join 
the conversation quickly, but somehow respected the others’ space, as he 
waited before intervening. At this point N.C. (Spain, 20) entered the 
conversation offering her point of view on the situation “I've never seen a 
program like that, only documentaries. In Catalonia they broadcast a 
program called 60 minutes. They did a program about weed, but 
everything was very objective.” We can therefore notice how she 
interpreted the video as something rather subjective and not very reliable. 
D.H. finally talked and presented his opinion about this subjectivity matter 
and he stated the following “(...)It’s very integrated in what they show, like 
they all know what they are talking about. They know that they like weed. 
Jon Stewart is making fun of his audience, like yeah they are all stoners 
(slang: someone who is habitually intoxicated by alcohol or drugs22).
But I don't know if it is good or bad, you know, because why not to 
be euphoric about legalizing weed. They show euphoric people about 
legalization. The question is: Is it a good idea to show euphoric people 
about legalizing weed?” this does not only imply the subjectivity of the 
clip but it refers to how marijuana should be portrayed: by this statement 
we could understand that even doing “good publicity” is not the way to 
really approach this subject in an objective and sincere manner. It is still 
subjective and might lead people to create opinions based on subjectivity 
and facts that are not relevant for the problem solution. At the end of the 
session D.H. returned to this point “They are making fun of it, and if 
you make fun of something people are attracted to it. Like some people 
watch and see Jon Stewart making fun of it so people will perceive it as 
something naive and harmless. But I don't know if this is what media 
should do.” G.P. also commented on the fact that this TV Shows and 
news are not focusing on what is really relevant “It’s cool, but they are 
22 http://www.thefreedictionary.com/stoner
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not talking about the real subject. The good question would be how they 
implant it in the economy, laws for its production and that kind of stuff. 
Which are the limitations?”
By what we have shown, both G.P. and D.H. have a clear idea of how media 
should approach the marijuana subject, while other members of the group 
were not able to talk about this due, in part, to their nationality and cultural 
background. As an example of this S.L. (Korea, 22) stated the following: 
“In Korea it's totally illegal. There is no popular knowledge about weed. 
It is impossible to get drugs. Media do not show anything about it. I think 
high school students do not know much about the topic. Only get to know 
the drug by traveling abroad. Or sometimes by watching video clips or 
certain movies. I did not feel related to the video, because in my country 
this makes no sense, it is completely illegal so they never talk about it on 
TV. It is not a problem in our country. In here I feel like it is a very big 
topic. It is really interesting that they have this kind of debating about 
legalization, I think is very interesting that the debate is out, so everybody 
participates. In my country for example that could never happen.” She 
was in fact unable to give a firm opinion about the video, she could not 
understand most of the points, as the clip from the Daily Show may mainly 
be understood by people with a minimum knowledge about marijuana and 
American popular culture. D.H. showed interest on this fact and asked 
S.L. “So, what kind of opinion did you have before coming here? About 
marijuana I mean.”
To this S.L. answered “I don't really think about it, I can’t feel weed as a 
close problem. It doesn't happen around me.” For that same reason R.S. 
(Iran, 25) was not able to talk about the subject as her country is also 
against marijuana “In my country they don’t talk about marijuana, only 
the boys sometimes leave us and go to smoke, but for the girls no, we do 
not smoke or have much contact with it”. Subsequently a discussion about 
nations and their political views on cannabis started. L.J. (Germany, 25) 
“For example in Germany there is one part of the country, that is like 
republican thinking and then other parties that believe it would be ok to 
legalize it. So…” This might show that Germany is fairly diverse, there are 
two sides of the situation while in France things are more one-sided. “I 
mean in France, if we did a referendum for yes or no, it would never pass. 
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France is very conservative. The voting part of the population is very 
conservative, there are a lot of farmers completely against. There is a very 
big conservative party that is getting lots of votes, they are basically 
racists.” G.P. stated showing that he himself has a very one-sided point of 
view as he is not able to say that his country has a part of the population in 
favor of it, or at least he talks from a negative point of view. “And young 
guys that would be in favor of it, do not vote. My opinion is that a 
referendum will not pass, at least not for many years - I mean the country 
is too conservative.” N.C. shows a more optimistic approach as she states “I 
think that in Spain the referendum could pass.” this positivity is also 
shared by L.J. “Yeah we have a lot of new small parties coming up in 
Germany, or like the Pirate Party. This parties are run by students and 
stuff, so right now it might not pass but in the future I think it is a big 
possibility. You know old people die and stuff, I think is getting more and 
more…” then G.P. stopped her in the middle of the sentence to show a 
different point of view in the matter “No, no. Your president was a young 
woman in the sixties.” to this D.H. replied “Exactly, we will be the old 
persons.” which is again a positive view on the situation, but once again 
G.P. returned to his perspective and stated “No, no, the hippies won’t go to 
the government. Its the asshole of the generation that goes to politics. In 
anyway the country is directed by assholes.” Here G.P. was talking from 
his point of view that is clearly defined by his national background, so D.H. 
replied with some facts “But it is different in Germany, we have the Greens 
for example, as a strong party. That came out from the seventies and the 
hippie movement. And in Germany we also have federal law and state law 
and it is different.”
The conversation then changed direction and focused more on how 
popularity is a main point in politics, S.A. (Spain, 24) was the first one to 
participate into the subject “I think this kind of problem is one of those 
where the parties don't want to get involved with. It is like prostitution, 
most of the people agree for its legalization, but then none of them would 
pass the law, they don't want the responsibility to do that.” At this point all 
of them agreed “Yeah I think it is the same with weed.” N.C. said. Then 
G.P. added “Because is very unpopular so the president who would make 
the reform, like legalizing weed or prostitution, his popularity will go down 
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for sure. So nobody wants to get his hands dirty.” N.C. started to talk about 
her own personal knowledge about the subject of weed and popularity “I 
think it is a matter of popularity, at least in Spain everybody smokes 
weed. I mean I know fathers of people, you know bankers that do that 
kind of stuff. It is illegal but everybody does it and everybody knows. But 
it looks like they still want to keep it illegal.” to this S.L. had something to 
add “Yeah, it shows they have a double moral. You can smoke weed but 
you can’t say to the other people that you do.” When getting into more 
personal views L.J. had something to say “But is it really in the whole 
country? Because sometimes I was wondering whether it was only my 
group of friends and my environment that thought weed was good, or is it 
just a coincidence or is it really spread all over.” These questions that 
could have changed the groups’ views only reinforced the previously ones 
as N.C. answered “People that I never thought that could smoke weed, 
smoke weed. In Barcelona I have friends that don't smoke weed but their 
parents smoke weed.” Then the whole group laughed about it and she kept 
on explaining a personal anecdote “For example this girl from Berlin, we 
were talking, she just came back from her home in Berlin. And she said 
that her mom smokes weed and we were like, wait a minutes your mom is 
ok with it and she was like yeah, it is ok for the pain” all of this talk about 
how much people smoked marijuana even if illegal made S.L. ask the 
following question “But if it is illegal, why the government doesn't care or 
find those people that smoke weed?”  after this G.P. immediately answered 
“In France is very repressive. You can go to jail for possession.” then D.H. 
made his point “In Germany is not, because it is like a minor, minor… how 
do you call it… crime? So they would just leave it.” N.C. agreed with this 
statement “For us is similar.” at this point S.A. changed the direction of the 
talk by saying “if you propose that drinking in the street should be illegal, 
most of the parents that know that their sons do it and permit it they are 
gonna say NOO, they don't say no to their children, they say no to a law 
that you can’t drink on the streets.” referring to the double moral subject 
he introduced earlier.
S.L. gave her opinion on the matter, as in her country marijuana is almost 
non existent she stated the following “in my country it’s really illegal even 
you can't tell if you had weed while travelling abroad. Like if you tell it in 
25
public the police will get you. It’s totally controlled and it’s really hard to 
get it. Sometimes some celebrities do it, smoke it and sometimes they get 
caught and it will be a gossip and broadcasting news will show that they 
were caught because they smoked. Does kind of thing happen but that’s 
all.” The rest of the group was silent for a few seconds and then D.H. came 
up with a question “So do you think more people would do it if it was more 
accessible.” As to what S.L. answered “Yeah of course”. Then something 
new happened, for the first time a member of the group talked about 
Denmark, S.A. said “For example in Denmark they have access to weed or 
hash or whatever but if you ask a normal Danish… not the people that 
visit Christiania, there is not so many people that smoke weed. It is like if 
you go to Amsterdam, people that smoke weed in Amsterdam are mostly 
tourists, not the local people. For here is something similar, most of my 
Danish friends they don't smoke weed I mean when I’m in Madrid I can 
smell the weed all over the city but not here.” Now S.L. thought about the 
possible causes of this and said “I feel like it has a lot to do with 
nationalities and cultural background. I feel like Danish culture is really 
safe and they want to be in safe area you know keeping distance from 
those unsafe areas.” From this point the conversation went into a subject 
less related to the original idea so L.M. (Poland, 23, Moderator) asked a 
question “What do you think about the health issues regarding 
marijuana?” To this S.A. replied “A cigarette is unhealthy and also 
McDonalds is unhealthy too. You know some people just tend to do that 
and just don't care.” then he supported that statement saying “It’s 
something inside the cultural background, it is like a social contract. 
Tobacco is not viewed as a drug so you can smoke it but weed is seen as a 
drug so it is not accepted. But you also have the consequences of smoking 
cigarettes, it gives you cancer…” Afterwards L.M. asked the following 
question “What do you think about the governments not trying to make it 
legal?” suddenly the group started talking, first N.C. “For money, I think it 
is for money.” then D.H. replied “But they can get money from making it 
legal.” She did not agree with that and said “But I think they get more 
money now than legalizing it.” the discussion started and D.H. made a 
point “No, no, no, no. The Netherlands for example, they can’t illegalize it 
because they would loose money. That is why they don't legalized it.” 
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L.J. had something to add “First it was illegal for a couple of months for 
tourist to buy marijuana, but they took it back. I think it is a big business 
but I don't know why.” Quickly G.P. gave his solution “Yeah, it’s because of 
the drug cartels controlling the coffee shops, the shops can’t produce weed 
so they have to buy it to cartels in South America and such. So it became 
that in Amsterdam and the Netherlands the cartels gained control over the 
coffee shops and in that way gain power on the political side as well. So 
they will never pass the illegalization of marijuana because the cartels will 
not let them even if the Netherlands is a very conservative country.”
At a certain point the conversation focused on the analysis of why media 
portray cannabis in a way or the other. S.A. had something to say about 
this “you have to remember that they are business, they have to get more 
audience. So if their audience is into weed, then they will sell weed as 
something normal. On the other hand is Fox News, that is completely 
against and they are gonna tell this to their audience. Something that 
is completely cultural, like in America with the fact that you can drink 
alcohol in the street but only when your bottle is covered, so there is again 
this kind of double moral.” 
 
 
IV. Discourse Analysis  of The Video
 
4.1 Introduction to the Daily Show with Jon Stewart
 
The Daily Show is an American late night satirical television program. It 
was first aired in 1996 and presented by Craig Kilborn until Jon Stewart 
replaced him on January 1999. It has grown up to be one of the most 
important late night shows in American television, getting in 2010 an 
interview with American President Barack Obama. It is well respected by 
the american public, finding it one of the only sources of real critic of the 
american society, politics and life in general along with the Colbert Report. 
It is by no means a serious information show, it can not be understood 
as so. The reason for this show to be used in this project is simple, it’s 
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popularity is notorious and the average viewer is young and educated 
people. For this reason it matched perfectly with our target group. Not only 
that but a recent study by Pew Research Center on April 15, 2007 found out 
that Daily Show viewers tend to have a much more knowledge about news 
than most of the audience from other shows like Bill O’Reilly’s program in 
FOX News23.
 
4.2 Analysis 
 
In the following section a short video will be examined by using discourse 
analysis. The chosen video is taken from the Daily Show with Jon 
Stewart and focuses on people’s reactions related to the legalization of 
marijuana for recreational use in the U.S. media. One should know that, 
unpremeditatedly, on the same day President Barack Obama was re-elected 
for his second term, gay marriage was legalized in some U.S. states, while 
Colorado and Washington became the first two states in the U.S. to legalize 
recreational marijuana use and possession for people over the age of 21. 
This piece of knowledge is relevant and necessary since it will be taken into 
consideration subsequently in the analysis.
The presented TV show portraits a sarcastic image of the post-marijuana 
legalization by showing the way American anchormen and journalists 
have dealt with the Colorado Case news, displaying all their different 
reactions. Thus, they have created this humorous portrait based on their 
interpretations of selected information which are influenced by the sender's 
subjectivity.
To confirm the validity of the aforementioned statements, different aspects 
will be analyzed in relation to the chosen video (“The Daily show with Jon 
Stewart: "Post-Democalyptic World - Marijuana legalization.”):
 
23 Public Knowledge of Current Affairs Little Changed by News and 
Information Revolutions, Article from Paw Research Center April 15, 2007.
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● The  video is entitled "Post-Democalyptic World" and focuses on 
the Marijuana legalization process. The amplified effect of the title 
refers to an apparent end of the world - an apocalypse. Here, the 
angle that the show is trying to address, might refer to the result of 
democrats winning the election (Obama) against the conservative 
republicans (Romney). This introductory part of the video already 
reveal the attempt of the show to portray in a sarcastic way  how 
Republicans might perceive America now that Democrats have won 
again the presidential election and gay marriage has been legitimized 
in some US states and marijuana has been legalized in Colorado and 
Washington.
 
● Fun of medical marijuana (at min. 0.50)  - Jon Stewart treats the 
topic of medical marijuana as a joke probably to ironize about the 
presence of some Americans who have neither problems nor diseases, 
but still, by possessing a health card,  obtain medical marijuana 
prescriptions by pretending to suffer from some particular conditions. 
Once again this action shows the audience that in a way this new 
bill is somehow pointless as medical marijuana was already legal in 
Colorado, and it was very easy to get a medical marijuana card. The 
point is that Stewart is making an interpretation of the whole event 
by making it look like something worthless, as if this new policy is not 
going to change anything in reality. 
 
● Find the "Narc" (at min. 01.45) : in this part of the video the host, 
Stewart, asks the audience to guess who between two popular 
anchormen is the narc, or in other words who is the person against 
drugs and illicit use of narcotics. In this case, both  the way of 
presenting this part of the show and the comparison of the two 
individuals are objective. However, the point of view of the sender 
is fixed, meaning that the audience may already detect where this 
idea is addressing to. Just by using the term narc related to a new 
anchorman Jon Stewart is giving a certain denotation, since an 
anchorman is never related to a narc in the social imaginary. 
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● Mimics, gestures, jokes, laughs and slang : both the host Stewart 
and some anchormen refer to the subject of marijuana legalization 
by using several slang words such as “pothead, narc etc.” therefore 
displaying a certain knowledge and experience about the case. One 
may for this reason believe that these individuals are not being 
objective when spreading this type of information to an audience. 
They furthermore laugh and joke about the topic although they seem 
to be against the legalization of a drug. Thus they might provoke 
confusion to an audience who cannot distinguish between true 
knowledge or false.
 
● The first anchor Brian Williams(NBC) seems to be acquainted with 
the topics of marijuana use and effects, thus he tries to transform the 
story into a fun anecdote. He seems like he is not taking the matter 
seriously. He uses words like pot-smokers and "munchies" , thus 
showing that he knows some of the slangs used to refer to marijuana. 
Furthermore, he seems to be acquainted with the fact that people 
under the influence of marijuana used to eat Entenmanns food 
and Malamar cookies back in the 80s. One may therefore assume 
that he was once a marijuana user himself or at least he was very 
familiar to it back in his young days. He is displaying a certain 
cultural background, thus showing a very subjective way of exposing 
information.
 
● Second anchor (Fox News) has clearly a distant relationship with 
marijuana and takes a negative approach towards it, but without 
any kind of scientific support or objectivity whatsoever, furthermore 
using invented words. " Potted up on weed and getting behind the 
wheel " He is inventing a term, this shows his lack of knowledge on 
the subject he is discussing in front of the cameras, being aired to 
thousands of Americans. 
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●  Cultural background: they make reference to " Cheech and Chong " 
a pair of comedians from the seventies, that were pro marijuana and 
did various films about the subject, such as “Up In Smoke”. 
 
● From minute 3:10 we can see different news shows and the hosts 
laughing about the marijuana legalization story. It is clear that in a 
way the clips are taken out of context, but that is not the interesting 
part. The point of it is that by addressing the legalization matter they 
all use a subjective talk and they are giving an interpretation of the 
subject.
 
According to the sender beliefs (the author of the program) - it is true what 
he is presenting and since he has fixed belief regarding the subject, his aim 
is to provide what he believes is good for the audience. And that kind of 
messages are responsible for creating particular image on the subject: from 
the presented arguments above - which are taken from the analysis of the 
chosen video - one may assume that the sender of the messages is not 
against marijuana but rather against the conservative way of looking at 
subjects such as marijuana and gay marriage, therefore trying to satirize 
the nowadays' situation, according to the points that were bulleted above. 
However, one must be critical about taken-for-granted knowledge because 
that is only a particular interpretation of the sender's belief and not 
necessarily has to be correct. And this is one of discovered discourses when 
analyzing introduced video. There are other interpretations , which 
produce other discourses that are based on a broader spectrum of empirical 
experience (are based on other line of reasoning and). As Philips (2002) et 
al. states: “Our knowledge of the world should not be treated as objective 
truth. Reality is only accessible to us through categories, so our 
knowledge and representations of the world are not reflections of the 
reality ‘out there’, but rather are products of our ways of categorizing the 
world, or , in discursive analytical terms, products of discourse. ”24The 
discourse theory states clearly that there is no Ultimate Truth. That refers 
24 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 5 
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to the social aspect as well: knowledge is created through social processes, 
through interactions between members of the society where agreement 
between different discourses are foundation of social norms and 
interpretations of perceived reality. Those norms are taken-for-granted 
knowledge and treated as the truth. As Philips et al. reminds Foucault 
words: “truth is a discursive construction and different regimes of 
knowledge determine what is true and false.”25 That statement is directly 
connected to marijuana legalization process where a particular angle is 
taken with fixed meaning on the subject. The problem with this clip from 
the Daily Show resides in its lack of objectivity, not only shown by the 
anchor (Stewart) but also through the selected clips that show other 
anchormen from NBC or Fox News talking about the legalization of 
marijuana in Colorado. The message is not objective: for example it does 
neither clarify any legal or medical issues regarding marijuana, nor the pros 
and the cons of its usage. Furthermore it just focuses on simple quotations 
that have no deeper meaning than that to entertain the audience with a 
subject about the legalization of a drug. That in reality is the point of the 
video, it tries to entertain, exaggerate and ironies about the outcome of the 
marijuana legalization seen through the eyes of the Republicans.
 
Discussion
 
The presented issue of the marijuana legalization process and its angle 
taken by the mass media provide the point where strategic communication 
intercepts the discussed subject - a discourse. It provides an explanation of 
how the perception of young international students was shaped through TV 
shows broadcast in TV (based on a chosen model of TV show). 
Strategic communication is a “process where messages are transmitted 
over the distance to obtain control over the effect.”26 The message which is 
transmitted is based on a specific problem recognition, specification of the 
goal and a possible solution which is presented based on a decided angle 
25 Louise Philips and Marianne Jørgensen “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002, page 13
26 “Strategic communication”  lecture by Christina Hee Pedersen, 25.09.2012, slide 7.
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as it will be explained further. The simple model of communication from 
Shannon and Weaver is presented (Fig. 1). The model is outdated but it is 
used for illustrating where the possible discourse occurs.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Shannon and Weavers classical mathematical theory of information (1949)
 
 
 
Figure 1 presents Shannon and Weavers’ classical mathematical theory of 
information. It shows the flow of information/message from the sender 
to the receiver/destination. It takes into account some unexpected factors 
which could play the role of different interpretations of the message’s. 
So the noise factor will be a source of discourse between the sender, his 
intentions and the receiver’s interpretations of the message. 
The whole concept of communication theory is based on discourse theory 
as was explained in (Fig.1)’s description. The discourse theory states that 
communication is a social (mental) construction and there is always more 
than one way to make interpretation of a given information or message. 
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Furthermore, social existence is a discourse itself due to the implication of 
certain existing differences. Moreover, differences that are seen on a social 
platform might be perceived as nothing else than different discourses. 
As Wacquant stated:
”Social existence means difference, and difference implies hierarchy, 
which in turn sets off the endless dialectic of distinction and pretention, 
recognition and misrecognition, arbitrariness and necessity.”27 
 
People are constructing a social world based on provided information 
which results in the production of their habitus as Bourdieu 
stated:”Habitus designates the system of durable and transposable 
dispositions through which we perceive, judge, and act in the world. These 
unconscious schemata are acquired through lasting exposure to particular 
social conditions and conditionings, via the internalization of external 
constraints and possibilities.”28 The presented statement shows clearly that 
the exposition to the same factors, kind of information and messages have 
an impact on people’s perception of the world - producing discourses. So 
despite individuality and other social classifications, the response of the 
auditory to a  particular message  will result in a similar interpretation of 
the given information or completely different. 
It has to be stated that the role of mass media in a communication process 
is to provide objective information for any chosen subject. This fixed angle 
is a priori a factor which limits the production of discourses. However, 
many limitations are encountered on the way regarding the angle of the 
subject, its orientation and the sender’s opinion. “The media and media 
workers serve to convey the message that, in their opinion, the audiences 
need  for information, orientation, relaxation and decision making.”29 The 
core of the problem is what is called ‘Gatekeeping’ - a way to reduce or 
narrow information flow regarding the subject that results in a ‘decrease of 
27 Loic Wacquant, “Pierre Bourdieu”, 2006, 
28 Loic Wacquant, “Pierre Bourdieu”, 2006, 
29 Windahl et al.(2009/1992). “The sender/communicator”, chapter 12. In “Using 
communication theory An introduction to planned communication”, Sage, 153-168
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social openness’30. The effect of gatekeeping about the marijuana subject 
can be easily observed in society at the present time in Colorado: the TV 
broadcasts and their fixed meaning. As was stated before, the audience 
could feel a lack of objectivity on the subject, caused by the decreased 
solemnity of the issue of the legalization process and at the same time 
proving that the legalization bill is pointless due to fact that the availability 
of weed on the Colorado's streets is high. Besides the mentioned factors, 
there is also a cultural and political issue. Based on the results obtained 
from the survey and focus group discussion it can be stated that an 
audience composed of  members coming from different countries agreed 
that mass media (in form of TV shows and news) are not reliable sources of 
information and provide fixed points of view - they may present marijuana 
as a strong and dangerous drug. On the other hand, the interviewees stated 
many times that the rising of such an issue with many ongoing discussions 
are proves that the situation is changing. One of the suggested explanations 
is that the younger generations which may become part of the governing 
sector are liberal oriented and their beliefs may be founded more on 
scientific researches rather than faith. That, in this case, could be more pf 
an objective view. However, if the presented point is fixed - like in the show 
taken into observation in this project- this might prompt the audience to 
conduct an independent search for information in order to obtain a more 
objective judgement on the subject - in contrast with the biased and 
sarcastic point of views proposed by Jon Stewart. 
This situation might occur due to fact that the sender/
communicator’s goal might be no longer to inform the audience in an 
objective way but to reach another designed goal. An example could be 
that the sender would attempt to change the receiver’s belief system 
regarding the subject in order to satisfy his employer’s will, instead of the 
receivers’ one. This type of approach creates discourse at the beginning of 
the information transmission chain - as it was introduced in the previous 
section - one fixed discourse excludes other possibilities in the field of 
discursivity but it is directly related to it. To exemplify it: the presented TV 
30 Windahl et al.(2009/1992). “The sender/communicator”, chapter 12. In “Using 
communication theory An introduction to planned communication”, Sage, 153-168
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show creates a particular fixed image of marijuana without consideration 
of many pragmatic applications in the medical field. This point is based on 
the survey results and the results obtained by the discussion focus group 
which were presented earlier. Moreover, the sent message is likely to be 
interpreted differently than the original sender’s desire: the interviewed 
participants clearly declared that the TVshow’s perspective on the Colorado 
case presents a clear sarcastic and, at some point, anti-marijuana view.
 
Of course the derived conclusions as well as the personal perceptions of 
the interviewees on the marijuana subject in the video are a discourse. This 
discourse  - which comes from the transmitted message from the used video 
- gives a starting point to another discourse: that there need to be another 
aspect as well (f.x.: a more positive view likely in favour of legalization). 
Due to this process, the transmitted message is an agent for accepting 
the presented message about marijuana or evoking an opposite reaction 
- focusing the attention of the receivers on searching for information in 
favour of marijuana.
 
 
 
 
Conclusion
 
To sum up, mass media in the form of TV shows and news programs 
create some fixed images about marijuana in order to provoke/evoke a 
certain design’s perception on the subject. This is achieved through a fixed 
meaning related to the presented issue or in the form of gatekeeping - 
as was discovered through the results obtained from the survey and the 
focus group discussion. Low objectivity on the subject resulted directly in 
a progressing decrease of the TV shows’ credibility among the audience 
(the international students in the age between 20-25). Moreover, this lack 
of objectivity might evoke opposite interpretations within the audience’s 
perception in comparison to desired ones, which is a result of a fixed 
discourse in the programs taken into account.
 
36
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bibliography
 
 
“Discourse theory” Bohman James. Handbook of Political Theory. 2004. 
SAGE Publications.
Davies, M. B.  “Quantitative research”. In Doing a Successful Project”. 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007.
Lacan J., “Ecrits: A Selection”, London, 1997.
Philips L.,Jørgensen M.  “Discourse Analysis as Theory and Method”, 
2002.
Wacquant, L. “Pierre Bourdieu”, 2006, 
Windahl et al. “The sender/communicatorT”, chapter 12. In “Using 
communication theory An introduction to planned communication”, Sage, 
2009/1992
The Contemporary Drug Problem, Characteristics, Patterns, and 
driving factors. (OECD, World Drug Report 2012) Pages 64-65 web 
link: http://www.unodc.org/documents/data-and-analysis/WDR2012/
WDR_2012_Chapter2.pdf
 
 
37
 
 
 
Articles & Lectures
 
 Marijuana users feels less dedicated to work, shocking report finds”Huffington Post, 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/02/24/marijuana-use-has-adverse-affect-
workplace-motivation_n_1300278.html, access on 5.12.12
“Strategic communication”  lecture by Christina Hee Pedersen, 25.09.2012
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix
 
  
 
 
I. Introduction to Marijuana      
     1.1 What is marijuana?                                
     1.2 Scientific facts about marijuana  
 
 
38
II.  Transcript of our work with the Target Group.
 
 
 
 
 
 
I .Introduction to Marijuana
 
 
1.1 What are the scientific facts about Marijuana?  
 
 
With the word “Marijuana” we indicate the dried flowers of Cannabis plants. There three main varieties of 
Cannabis in the world: Cannabis Sativa, the variety mostly used as a “drug” for recreational 
purpose, Cannabis Indica, a variety cultivated in India, Afghanistan, 
Bangladesh and Pakistan for the production of hashish, and Cannabis 
Ruderalis, originating from central Russia.
The 99% of the available cannabis varieties nowadays are from the Indica 
and Sativa plants. 
The Indica and Sativa varieties have got different medical properties. 
Sativa strains produce more of an euphoric high, lifting the consumer’s 
mood and therapeutically relieving stress. Indica strains relax muscle 
and work as general analgesics, also helping with sleep. A cancer patient 
hoping to relieve the pain from chemotherapy would benefit greatly from 
the effects of an Indica plant bud, whereas an individual dealing with 
depression would better benefit from a Sativa plant bud.
The active chemicals responsible for the medicinal effects of marijuana are 
collectively called cannabinoids. This group includes THC, CBD, and CBN. 
Sativa’s cannabinoid profile is dominated by high THC levels and low or 
no CBD levels. Indica's chemical profile shows a more balanced mix, with 
moderate THC levels and higher levels of CBD.31 
31 Dec. 6, 2011  - Golden State Collective (GSC) Cannabis Laboratories 
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THC has mild to moderate analgesic effects, and cannabis can be used to treat pain by altering 
transmitter release on dorsal root ganglion of the spinal cord and in the periaqueductal 
gray32, the part of the brain who has the main role in modulation of pain 
and in defensive behaviour.. As mentioned, this active principle, once taken, has a psychoactive 
effect which consists in a state of mild relaxation, and it can lead to a state of euphoria as well; it also has an 
analgesic effect. This is why marijuana is used in some cases to treat the pain of oncologic patients. Other 
effects include relaxation, alteration of visual, auditory, and olfactory 
senses, fatigue, and appetite stimulation. THC has marked antiemetic 
properties, and may also reduce aggressiveness in certain subjects33. As side 
effect, it may happen that the subject could experience a state of anxiety and/or depression. 
Cannabis has a lower rate of dependence compared to both nicotine and alcohol, and the withdrawal symptoms 
are (in case of a daily use) only psychological, such as irritability and insomnia34. 
Cannabis plant with a low THC content are known with the name Hemp: 
Hemp plants are the ones among the Cannabis family who can be cultivated 
legally.
They are used to produce fabrics, combustibles, paper, biodegradable 
plastics, cosmetic products and also food.35 36 37
 It is known to be one of the most ancient plants to be domestified by 
the hand of man38 and, for what concerns the crossed product of mass 
32 Elphick, M. R.; Egertova, M. (2001). "The neurobiology and evolution of cannabinoid 
signalling".Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 356 
(1407): 381–408.doi:10.1098/rstb.2000.0787. PMC 1088434.PMID 11316486. 
33 Hoaken (2003). "Drugs of abuse and the elicitation of human aggressive behavior". 
Addictive Behaviors 28: 1533–1554.
34
 http://www.erowid.org/plants/cannabis/cannabis_basics.shtml
35 "Facts About Hemp". Ecofibre Industries.
36 Van Roekel, Gerjan J. (1994). "Hemp Pulp and Paper Production". Journal of the 
International Hemp Association (Wageningen, The Netherlands).
37 Atkinson, Gail (2011). "Industrial Hemp Production in Alberta". CA: Government of 
Alberta, Agriculture and Rural Development.
38 "Information paper on industrial hemp (industrial cannabis)". www2.dpi.qld.gov.au. 
Archived from the original on 2008-07-23. Retrieved 2008-07-05.
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production compared to occupied hectars, it is one of the fastest growing 
biomasses which can be found in nature.39.
II. Transcript of our work with our Target Group
G
In France for example we'll never have, any show talking about weed. It 
does not happen.
D
In this way yeah.
G
In my country all they talk about weed in TV is against it, they inform about 
the drug cartels and also have different awareness campaigns. But we don't 
have this time of show that say "oh you should legalize"
N
I've never seen a program like that, only documentaries. In Catalunya 
they do a program called 60 minutes. They did a program about weed, but 
everything was very objective.
G
So it was from an objective point of view. Not two persons talking about 
their opinion.
N
I thought it was a really nice objective documentary. For example I was 
talking to a friend of mine, because he was the one that told me to watch it. 
He was telling me that he watched it with his mother, and his mother was 
okey with him smoking. His mom said that it doesn't look that bad.
D
What I think is really interesting and funny is like normally when you have 
weed as a topic you have stoner movies, where pot heads are portrayed as 
silly and happy, here it is taken to another level. Its very integrated in what 
they show, like they all know what they are talking about. They know that 
they like weed. Jon Stewart is making fun of his audience, like yeah they 
are all stoners. But I don't know if it is good or bad, you know, because why 
not to be euphoric about legalizing weed. They show euphoric people about 
39 Struik, P.C.; Amaducci, S.; Bullard, M.J.; Stutterheim, N.C.; Venturi, G.; Cromack, 
H.T.H. (2000). "Agronomy of fibre hemp (Cannabis sativa L.) in Europe". Industrial 
Crops and Products 11 (2–3): 107. doi:10.1016/S0926-6690(99)00048-5.
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legalization. The question is: Is it a good idea to show euphoric people 
about legalizing weed?
L
Do you think is not a good idea?
D
Oh yeah I think is a good idea.
N
What about Korea
Songah
In Korea it's totally illegal. There is no popular knowledge about weed. 
Its impossible to get drugs. Media doesn't show anything about it. I think 
highschool students don't know much about the topic. Only get to know the 
drug by traveling abroad. Or sometimes by watching videoclips or certain 
movies. I did not feel related to the video, because in my country this makes 
no sense, it is completely illegal so they never talk about it on TV. It is not 
a problem in our country. In here I feel like it is a very big topic. It is really 
interesting that they have this kind of debating about legalization, I think 
is very interesting that the debate is out, so everybody participates. In my 
country for example that could never happen.
D
So, what kind of opinion did you have before coming here? About 
marijuana I mean.
Songah
I don't really think about it, I cant feel weed as a close problem. It doesn't 
happen around me.
Serge
Okey its legal to have a coke, okey you know what I mean, its not the same 
context. For example in Spain or the US, where the political ideas are so 
different between them. Republicans are so dramatic in that way, like my 
children can’t be near that thing, and then democrats take, I guess in a 
more european point of view.
G
We are not close to legalize it, so it is not like europe.
L
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For example in Germany there is one part of the country, that is like 
republican thinking and then other parties that believe it would be ok to 
legalize it. So…
G
I mean in France, if we did a referendum for yes or no. It would never 
pass. France is very conservative. The voting part of the population is very 
conservative, there are a lot of farmers completely against. There is a very 
big conservative party that is getting lots of votes, they are basically racists. 
And young guys that would be in favor of it, do not vote. My opinion is that 
a referendum will not pass, at least until many years I mean the country is 
too conservative.
N
I think that in Spain the referendum could pass.
L
Yeah we have a lot of new small parties coming up in Germany, or like 
the Pirate Party. This parties are run by students and stuff, so right now it 
might not pass but in the future I think its a big possibility. You know old 
people die and stuff, I think is getting more and more…
G
No, no. Your president was a young woman in the sixties.
D
Exactly, we will be the old persons.
G
No, no, the hippies wont go to the government. Its the asshole of the 
generation that goes to politics. In anyway the country is direct by asshole.
D
But its different in Germany, we have the Greens for example, as a strong 
party. That came out from the seventies and the hippie movement. And in 
Germany we also have federal law and state law and its different.
S
I think this kind of problem is one of those where the parties don't want 
to get involved with. Its like prostitution, most of the people agree for its 
legalization, but then none of them would pass the law, they don't want the 
responsibility to do that.
N
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Yeah I think its the same with weed.
G
Because is very unpopular so the president who would make the reform, 
like legalizing weed or prostitution, his popularity will go down for sure. So 
nobody wants to get his hands dirty.
N
I think its a matter of popularity, at least in Spain everybody smokes weed.
G
Yeah in France too, I mean…
N
I mean I know fathers of people, you know bankers that do that kind of 
stuff. Its illegal but everybody does it and everybody knows. But it looks like 
they still want to keep it illegal.
Serge
Yeah, it shows they have a double moral. You can smoke weed but you cant 
say to the other people that you do.
N
Exactly, thats why I say that if there is a referendum it could be legal. 
Because lots of people smoke.
L
But is it really in the whole country? Because sometimes I was wondering 
wether it was only my group of friends and my environment that thought 
weed was good, or is it just a coincidence or is it really spread all over.
N
People that I never thought that could smoke weed, smoke weed. In 
barcelona I have friends that don't smoke weed but their parents smoke 
weed.
(laughs)
For example this girl from berlin, we were talking, she just came back from 
her home in berlin. And she said that her mom smokes weed and we were 
like, wait a minutes your mom is ok with it and she was like yeah
(laughs)
she was like its ok for the pain.
Songah
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But if its illegal, why the government doesn't care or find those people that 
smoke weed?
G
In France is very repressive. You can go to jail for possession.
Songah
Yeah
D
In Germany is not, because its like a minor, minor… how do you call it… 
crime? So they would just leave it.
N
For us is similar.
D
Yeah yeah yeah
N
In Spain you get 300€ fine or something like that
L
Officially is not legal, so is not the best thing to go on the streets and smoke 
but if you're sitting in a park its ok. But...
Serge
Yeah for example in Spain most of the people do that. But if you propose 
that drinking in the street should be illegal, most of the parents that know 
that their sons do it and permit it they are gonna say NOO
N
Yap
Serge
They don't say no to their children, they say no to a law that you cant drink 
on the streets.
(pause)
N
It like I was talking yesterday with a friend and in barcelona is become 
very famous to have this smoker clubs. Where you pay a membership for a 
year then you have your smokers club where you can go buy your weed and 
go home, or stay there. And I don't understand that very much but it has 
become very very famous in Bcn.
Serge
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Does anybody wonder that when something is forbidden people tend to do 
it more. Like here you have Christiania…
Songah
I think is a matter of accessibility and how popular it is and how the 
atmosphere around it is, so I don't think is really harmful or a very illegal 
thing and you shouldn't do it whatsoever. I don't feel that way but steel 
in my country its really illegal even you can't tell if you had weed while 
traveling abroad. Like if you tell it in public the police will get you.
N
Really?
Songah
Yes, its totally controlled and its really hard to get it. Sometimes some 
celebrities do it, smoke it and some times they get cought and it will be a 
gossip and broadcasting news will show that they were cought because they 
smoked. Does kind of thing happen but thats all.
D
So do you think more people would do it if it was more accessible.
Songah
Yeah of course
D
Okey
Serge
For example in Denmark they have access to weed or hash or whatever 
but if you ask a normal danish… not the people that visit Christiania, there 
is not so many people that smoke weed. Its like if you go to Amsterdam, 
people that smoke weed in Amsterdam are mostly tourist, not the local 
people. For here is something similar, most of my danish friends they don't 
smoke weed I mean when Im in Madrid I can smell the weed all over the 
city but not here.
N
Yeah (laughs)
Songah
I feel like it has a lot to do with nationalities and cultural background. I feel 
like danish culture is really safe and they want to be in safe area you know 
keeping distance from those unsafe areas.
46
N
I think that they don't care what you do as long as you don't make noise. 
You know like: go to Christiania get stoned go to bed thats it, just don't 
make noise don't brake anything. Just respect everyone. Its like when they 
had this occupied house in Norrebro, they wanted to kick this guys out, but 
they didn't want to leave so finally they just build another house.
(laugh)
I don't want conflict, don't make noise. Its very Danish.
Serge
I think it very nordic, that happens in nordic countries.
N
Its awesome.
Serge
For example in Norway or Sweden you can't buy alcohol and people accept 
it because of the common benefit.
Lukas
What do you think about the health issues regarding marijuana?
Serge
A cigarette is unhealthy and also McDonalds is unhealthy too. You know 
some people just tend to do that and just don't care.
Songah
What I feel like is cigarette is much stronger.
D
But you don't get high with cigarettes, so…
G
its worse.
Serge
Its something inside the cultural background, its like a social contract. 
Tobacco is not view as a drug so you can smoke it but weed is seen as a 
drug so it is not accepted. But you also have the consequences of smoking 
cigarettes, it gives you cancer…
Lukas
What do you think about the governments not trying to make it legal?
N
For money, I think its for money.
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D
But they can get money from making it legal.
N
But I think they get more money now than legalizing it.
D
No, no, no, no. The Netherlands for example, they cant ilegalize it because 
they would loose money. Thats why they don't legalized it.
L
First it was illegal for a couple of months for tourist to buy marijuana, but 
they took it back. I think it is a big business but I don't know why.
G
Yeah, its because of the drug cartels controlling the coffee shops, the shops 
cant produce weed so they have to buy it to cartels in south america and 
such. So it became that in Amsterdam and Netherlands the cartels gained 
control over the coffee shops and in that way gain power on the political 
side as well. So they will never pass the ilegalization of marijuana because 
the cartels will not let them even if the Netherlands is a very conservative 
country.
Serge
That happens the same in Christiania.
G
Yeah Christiania is the same.
Serge
Christiania is still alive because of the business that creates. I mean the 
government in Denmark is left wing but it is still conservative and the 
whole danish society is ver conservative, for example obligatory army, so I 
mean, they still have it because its like oh come on to Christiania.
N
I read that it is the most truistic place in Copenhage.
D
Christiania? Yeah for sure.
L
If you talk to someone planning on going to Denmark everybody knows it.
N
I was the only one who didn't know Christiania before coming here…
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D
Perfect
C
Me too
N
Thank you!
(laughs)
Lukas
We are getting far from the original question, why does governments don't 
want to legalize?
D
Social problem
G
I think its a history problem. I mean in the sixties with the hippies, America 
came up with the war on drugs and the anti drug act and every european 
country signed this act. From this point there were big repression, politics 
all around the world against it. Before this act it was not illegal, no drugs 
basically. Now they are realizing that is not working so the machine is going 
to go backwards, because the americans created this pact and now are 
legalizing weed state by state.
Songah
I think its historical. At least in my country weed has been imported from 
western culture. So basically conservative party and old people, the biggest 
part of our country categorize it as a drug, even if tobacco is more harmful 
but it is not categorized as a drug so they make a distinctive line between 
them. It has to be illegal and I think it will never change. Ilegal for ever.
D
Im not sure about it, if you should legalize it honestly. Because its slowing 
your brain activity, long term memory, stuff like that.
L
If you use it excessively, but its the same with alcohol.
D
Yeah, thats true.
L
Think about it, if its legal people don't use it that much.
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D
Yeah even in the Netherlands are bored of it, because its accessible.
G
If was legal I don't know if I would have started with it. I mean I started on 
my teenage years, when you want to rebel. But I also started alcohol and 
cigarettes so…
D
Good point.
N
I don't see it that harmful. I know its a drug but I think alcohol is very 
harmful.
Serge
Its because its socially accepted.
N
Yeah I totally agree with that. But sometimes you think how many people 
die because of cigarettes and how many people die because of weed.
G
But the question is not that, the thing is that everybody has the choice if 
he wants to kill himself or not, I mean. Thats why alcohol and tobacco are 
legal, everybody can decide to drink 5 liters of whisky and vomit. I wont 
consume cocaine, heroin or that stuff but everybody should have the choice 
and to have medical follow ups instead of going to prison. This guy that 
consumes heroin is not a criminal he just needs medical attention.
C
Its like Portugal.
PAUSE
D
I have a question: So we discuss it as a serious topic, its like, its a topic and 
its related to drugs and to tobacco for example. But what does the media 
do? For example this show its making fun of it.
G
Its cool. (Cutting D while talking) Its not making fun of it, brings weed at 
the same level as drug person.
D
Yeah, yeah, yeah
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G
So why not.
L
But maybe they want to get differentiated from the rest of the channels. You 
know
Serge
Yeah you have to remember that they are business, they have to get more 
audience. So if their audience is into weed, then they will sell weed as 
something normal. On the other hand is Fox News, that is completely 
against and they are gonna tell this to their audience. Something that is 
completely cultural, like in America with the fact that you can drink alcohol 
in the street but only when your bottle is covered, so there is again this kind 
of double moral.
R
What do you think about the humor and how in all this clips from real news 
shows they laugh about it. What do you think about this?
G
Its cool, but they are not talking about the real subject. The good question 
would be how they implant it in the economy, laws for its production and 
that kind of stuff. Which are the limitations.
D
They are making fun of it, and if you make fun of something people are 
attracted to it. Like some people watch and see Jon Stewart making fun of 
it so people will perceive it as something naive and harmless. But I don't 
know if this is what media should do.
G
But Jon Stewart is like Letterman, its not real information.
L
But its making people create an opinion.
D
But they show also real news, real anchors talking about it in a humorous 
way.
Songah
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I think media address this problem because it is already existing in their 
society. Thats why they bring this subject into surface and make fun of it, its 
already existing around us.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Article  ( for Bachelor students )
“The high level of miscommunication: a Marijuana’s 
conspiracy?”
 
( by Edoardo Bottalico D.K.  &  Lukas Muszala )
 
 
The media are going crazy. The great majority of American talk-shows 
and TV news seem not to be able to stop this avalanche of information. 
It is now been one month since Colorado and Washington legalized the 
recreational use of marijuana, but the media give the impression to possess 
infinite material to cover and spread to their respective audiences. Some 
people celebrate and rejoice this legalization, while others mourn and 
dramatize about it. However, what is the real message conveyed by the 
media? Are the people informed thoroughly? What are the consequences of 
miscommunication? 
 
As we all know, nowadays media play a pivotal role in our everyday’s 
lives. Most of us each and every day rely on some sort of media-source: it 
might derive from a Tv report, from a newspaper or the internet. All these 
exchanges of communication happen spontaneously, under our complete 
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awareness. However, what often seems to pass unnoticed, is our perpetual 
mistake of forgetting that media do not convey objective messages. Well, 
some of them try! Yet, all these messages are still managed and affected by 
the subjectivity of their sender. 
This form of mistake and inobservance resulted in a series of 
misunderstandings, which eventually gave birth to myths and legends 
about several topics. One of these affected subjects is in fact the one about 
marijuana.
 
When looking into history, one can not help but think that any information 
in relation to marijuana has been either misinterpreted or manipulated 
and stigmatized. For several centuries people from many different cultures 
have used cannabis as a form of cure, or in relation to the production of 
fiber, oil and paper.  Nobody ever doubted its qualities, in fact the hemp 
plant was almost worshipped. However, during the 20th century in the 
U.S.A and great part of Europe a global prohibitionist regime was suddenly 
imposed. Great part of this precipitous alteration is due to to the head 
of The Federal Bureau of Narcotics (FBN) Harry J.Anslinger. This now-
unpopular-character is the original initiator of the first of several anti-
marijuana campaigns that we know of today. What did it go wrong? 
Ironically, it seems like Harry was never in opposition to marijuana but 
he commenced this never-ending battle against it because of a conflict of 
interests. In brief, Anslinger together with William Hearst commenced an 
unprecedented campaign against the so-called drug marijuana to favor 
DuPont petrochemical interests and get rid of hemp as an industrial rival. 
 
Despite this rarely known conspiracy, the connection between the first anti-
campaign and the legalization of marijuana nowadays in US is another one: 
the media. How did Anslinger succeed in changing people’s conceptions of 
marijuana?
Well, William R. Hearst just happened to be an American newspaper 
publisher, or better, the creator of the nation’s largest newspaper chain! 
 
Through the power of mass media Anslinger and Hearst managed to 
change several minds, creating this infamous myth of marijuana being a 
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terrible threat to society. They started to invent all sorts of legends and 
stories about it: from the risks of death and violence to instigating mayhem, 
lust and rape.
Eventually, as the times changed and the social consensus around weed-
related-chaos failed to be true, the arguments against marijuana altered: 
weed was no longer a dangerous weapon of destruction but rather an 
obstacle to people’s inspiration and ambition, leading to a detachment from 
society. 
With hindsight, we can now claim that misinformation and manipulation 
caused these assumptions to be taken for granted by some people in our 
society. 
However, how does the situation look like nowadays? Fair enough, 
marijuana has been legalized in Colorado and Washington. But does this 
mean that people now have a clear image of what marijuana is?
On the one hand a certain side of media portray this legalization as 
something tragic, something that is going to affect negatively the nation’s 
identity. People will live in chaos and a pandemonium will break out. The 
risks of crimes and injustice will raise dramatically and people will suffer a 
new greater crisis.
On the other hand, however, even those media that represent the 
legalization of marijuana in a more positive way, do not bother to describe 
or better inform the public about the history, risks and qualities of this 
plant.
They let the more significant aspects of this event float between irony and 
sarcasm, by linking this achievement to mockery and humor.
But where does this kind of information lead? People may be in a limbo, 
between fiction and reality.
 
The truth is that there is no truth out there at the moment. There is a severe 
lack of information which is affecting our society. In the case of marijuana, 
from Fox News to the talk shows on NBC, no reports specifically document 
and report to people the true story about it- from risks to benefits of its 
derivative products. 
The hemp plant has been a significant part in several cultures since ages. 
It’s neither a lethal weapon nor a sort of entertainment which obstacles 
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human development. People need not to be frightened about the features 
of this plant, but they should rather being informed for the sake of honesty, 
ecology and culture. It’s high time the media spread true knowledge, since 
that is what make us develop and move forward.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Synopsis of the article ( for Bachelor students ) 
“Strategic considerations”
 
 
 
The target group of the presented article is people within the age of 20 and 
40 years old. However, the article is accessible to anyone due to importance 
of the subject and its relevance nowadays. The target group was chosen 
by taking into consideration the highest sort of interest in this topic: the 
marijuana legalization. The statistics, in fact, prove that people within the 
given range of age are the most frequent cannabis users and due to this 
fact the chosen article will be of great concern to them. These people are 
actually living this transition from prohibition to legalization right at this 
moment, so they are surely the most appropriate targets who can better 
perceive the importance of this message.
The article was designed to be published in a magazine, or even a 
renowned newspaper. The chosen style of language is informal, simple 
55
and straight-forward in order to obtain a dynamic and euphoric sense 
of suspense, which helps keep the dramaturgy and importance of the 
issue alive. Furthermore, a very informal approach and casual style with 
a simple layout is applied, in order to lead the read to the core of the 
article’s message – the controversial issue regarding the media portrait 
of marijuana. The article is divided into paragraphs and images that help 
understand the introduction of the subject through a presentation of the 
beginning of the issue: the origins of the hemp culture, the anti-marijuana 
propaganda, prohibition and finally legalization, therefore showing the 
developed timeline in a society like  the US one.
The structure is meant to be dynamic, therefore created to lead the 
reader from the very attractive and catchy introduction to the more 
straightforward core of the article, where some rare piece of information 
is revealed. We consider this kind of angle very effective, making the 
reader discover step by step the hidden reasons and ideals of the text 
without getting lost or uninterested. Although the overall text presents a 
minimalistic style, we decided to include few pictures beside the text, since 
we strongly believe that visual elements such as pictures can contribute 
to transmit a clearer message, captivate different targets and facilitate 
communication.
Furthermore, the selection of highlighted words are aimed to motivate 
the reader to look further into this matter and other related topics. Lastly, 
also the title itself is very appealing, in the sense that it does not reveal 
completely the concept of the article. Consequently, the reader might feel 
intrigued by the catchy title and feel like continuing reading the whole text.
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